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Disclaimer

The thoughts expressed in this presentation are those of  the author and 

do not necessarily reflect the official policy or position of  the United 

States Government, Department of  Defense, Department of  the Air 

Force, Headquarters Air Force Materiel Command, Directorate of  

Strategic Plans, Programs and Analyses, or the Studies and Analyses 

Division. No endorsement intended. 



Purpose

To provide a thought-provoking, hopefully 

entertaining, and in someway useful assessment 

of the philosophical foundations of our pursuit 

for greater efficiency as revealed through 

deconstruction



WARNING

The information contained in this briefing 

may cause severe Discomfort. 

Common symptoms include headache & 

In extreme cases nausea. 

Consume at your own risk!

?



Some background



Image from Mad Magazine, Season’s Greetings from Mad. Number 68, January 1962.

Language and negotiating meaning

What is said and what is meant are not necessarily the same thing -

The downside is misunderstanding, the upside is humor



This Project

 Deconstruct recent defense efficiency memoranda

 Looking at two notions in particular

 Efficiency

 Competition

 Using economics as the analytical lens (other lenses 
would likely produce different understandings)

 To reveal potential insights regarding the selected 
approach, and to

 Identify an alternative conceptualization of the 
problem



Some Key Concepts

 Deconstruction

“The movements of deconstruction do not destroy structures from the 

outside…the enterprise of deconstruction always in a certain way falls prey 

to its own work” (Derrida, 1997, p. 24)

 Intertextuality – the interlacing of different texts

 “Sous rature” (under erasure)

“In examining familiar things we come to such unfamiliar conclusions that 

our very language is twisted and bent even as it guides us. Writing ‘under 

erasure’ is the mark of this contortion” (Spivak, 1997, p. xiv).

Derrida, J. (1997). Of Grammatology. (G. C. Spivak, Trans.). Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press.



Primary Sources



Philosophical Interlude

“To avoid „going beyond,‟ one risks returning to a 

point that falls short”
-Jacques Derrida

Derrida, J. (1997). Of Grammatology. (G. C. Spivak, Trans.). Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press.



An Examination of the Economic Value of our 

Output - Defense

Efficiency



What is Efficiency?

 Economists define efficiency in the following way

 Market provides economic value of inputs

 Labor Rates

 Raw materials

 Market does not provide economic value of output 

for defense and many other government services

 Defense is not “sold” to consumers

Government activity pursuing multiple valued outcomes



Government Efficiency in the 1940‟s



Government Efficiency in the 1960‟s



Government Efficiency in the 1980‟s



Government Efficiency in the 2000‟s



Economic Value of Defense Output

In a strict economic sense, the concept of efficiency does not apply 

to defense because the economic value of the output (i.e., the 

numerator of our efficiency ratio) is indeterminable

𝐷𝑒𝑓𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑒 𝐸𝑓𝑓𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦 =  
?

$
 



What is our output?

Defense:

 Freedom

 Security

Image of Penny from: http://www.usmint.gov/mint_programs/lincolnRedesign/



How do we tend to measure it?

Offensive Capability:

 Bombs on Target

 Weapon Availability

Image of Penny from: http://www.usmint.gov/mint_programs/lincolnRedesign/



Some Theorized Relationships Between 

Offensive Capability and Defense

D = f (OC)

D

OC

D

OC

D

OC

D

OC
Theory1 Theory3Theory2 Theory4

It is worth considering that defense is not solely determined by 

what we do (e.g., increase offensive capability), but also by what 

potential adversaries do in response to what we do



A Map of How this Works (or Doesn‟t)

Defense: 
(What we actually would 

measure if we could)

Offense: 
(What we tend to measure 

as a proxy for defense) Artifacts: 
(What we actually 

organizationally produce 

to acquire the systems 

which provide offensive 

capabilities which lead to 

national defense)

Inputs: 
(The cost of resources 

consumed as we 

organizationally produce 

the artifacts necessary to 

acquire the systems which 

provide offensive 

capabilities which lead to 

national defense)

Report X

**Note:
These potential numerators 

are all highly abstract, and 

are categorically different 

from the type of information 

provided by the inputs 

Subtle 

180o 

Switch



A Map of How this Works (or Doesn‟t)

Defense: 
(What we actually would 

measure if we could)

Offense: 
(What we tend to measure 

as a proxy for defense)

Inputs: 
(The cost of resources 

consumed as we 

organizationally produce 

the artifacts necessary to 

acquire the systems which 

provide offensive 

capabilities which lead to 

national defense)

**Note:
“Efficiency” as implicitly 

defined appears to be most 

closely approximated as 

(Artifacts/Inputs)

Subtle 

180o 

Switch

Report X

Artifacts: 
(What we actually 

organizationally produce 

to acquire the systems 

which provide offensive 

capabilities which lead to 

national defense)



Any focus on artifacts?



And if the artifact list is Pareto-like…

Even if we successfully reduce the number of reports by 50%, it 

could conceivably produce a meager ~8% reduction in inputs

~92%

For:
a = 0.215

b = 1

n = 100

Based on:



So what might be said?

 We probably can‟t know if something is more efficient

 Economic value of defense is indeterminable

 Relationship between offensive capability and defense is unclear

 Link between work (artifacts) and offensive capability is complex

 Any list of work will likely be

 Incomplete

 Product-focused

 Long-term impact of work no longer being accomplished is 
difficult to know (but critically important)

 We can talk authoritatively (but not definitively) about 
resource consumption

From “This is more efficient” to “We are consuming fewer resources”



Why might this distinction matter?

 How we talk about things both reflects and constrains 
how we think about things (Bois, 1975; Hayakawa, 
1964; Korzybski, 2000)

 If we make the claim of “efficiency,” it is reasonable to 
assume things are going to be “ok” (after all we are merely 
consuming less resources and accomplishing the same 
amount of work - or maybe even more)

 If we state we are consuming fewer resources (i.e., we are 
taking some sort of budgetary cut), it is reasonable to 
expect negative consequences could emerge as a result 

Which perspective is more conducive for proactive responses?



An Analysis of the Supply and Demand Sides of 

the Defense Industrial Market

Competition



Overview of the Market



Some Initial Agreement



Why is competition important?



One Potential Research Vector

This is an interesting claim. 

What does it mean?



Is it Pure Competition?



Is it Monopolistic Competition?



Is it an Oligopoly (Supply Side)?



Is it Monopsony (Demand Side)?



More Specifically on Defense

*Note: Nobel prize in economics (2001)



From a More Mainstream Source



How might oligopolistic firms compete?



Thoughts on Market Structure (1962)



Thoughts on Market Structure (1962)



Thoughts on Market Structure (1964)



Defense Industry Consolidation

„90„88„80 „82 „84 „86 „92 „94 „96 „97 „98 „99 „00 „01 „02 „03 „04

Fairchild Weston Systems Inc.

Loral

Honeywell-Electro-Optics

Ford Aerospace

BDM International Inc.

Librascope

IBM–Federal Systems

Unisys Defense

General Dynamics–Ft. Worth

MEL

Lockheed

General Electric–Aerospace

Martin Marietta

LTV–Missile Business

Gould Ocean System Division

COMSAT Corp.

Affiliated Computer Services Inc. (ACS) 

Loral

BDM (Carlyle)

Aerospace Electronic Systems

Lockheed 

Martin

Teledyne Ryan Aeronautical

General Dynamics Space Business

LTV–Aircraft Operations

Grumman Corp.

Ryan Aeronautical

Kistler Aerospace Corp.

Alvis Logistics–EDD Business

Northrop

Logicon

Westinghouse El. Defense

TASC (Primark)

PRC (Black & Decker)

General Instruments–Defense

Varian–Solid State Devices

Taratin

Litton Industries

Avandale Industries

Newport News Shipbuilding

TRW

Commercial Aerostructures 

Northrop 

Grumman

Northrop – West Virginia

Federal Data Corp.

Lockheed Martin Defense Sys, Armament Sys

GM Defense

Veridian Corp

Primex Technologies

Computing Devices International, Inc

GTE Government Systems Corp. Units 

Motorola Integrated Info Sys

Gulfstream Aerospace

General Dynamics

Lucent Advanced Technology Systems

NASSCO Holdings, Inc.

Galaxy Aerospace 

Bath Iron Works 

Chrysler Defense, Inc

Santa Barbara

General Dynamics
Space Propulsions

Space SystemsFort 

Worth 

Div.

Electronics 

Division

Missile Operations

Rockwell

Argo Systems

Litton Precision Gear

Hughes Electronics Satellite

Boeing

McDonnell Douglas

Jeppesen Sanderson

Boeing

Hughes

General Motors

BET PLC's Rediffusion Simulation

Magnavox

REMCO SA

STC PLC–Navigation Systems

TRW-LSI Products Inc.

Corporate Jets

E-Systems

Chrysler Techn. Airborne

TI Defense

Raytheon

General Dynamics Missile Division

Eng & 

Const. 

Int‟l

Aircraft 

Integration 

Systems 

Segment

Vertex 

Aerospace

Hughes Electronics Raytheon
Raytheon – Flight Simulation Raytheon Co-Plant, Quincy

Source: CSIS, SDC, DACIS DM&A

From Chart 4 in the Hon. Sue Payton‟s “Achieving defense acquisition excellence: Challenges for the 21st century,” 20 APR 2010.



Concern for Profitability



Was the message received/distorted?



Comparative analysis of evidence

 Rhetorical claims  Economic definitions

 Historical consolidations

 Concern for profitability

Competitive Market:
Oligopolistic Market (Supply) and 
Monopsonistic Market (Demand):



Comparative analysis of evidence

 Rhetorical claims  Economic definitions

 Historical consolidations

 Concern for profitability

Competitive Market:
Oligopolistic Market (Supply) and 
Monopsonistic Market (Demand):

While competition tends to produce the best product at the lowest price in 

a competitive market, there is no such expectation when a monopsony 

(e.g., U.S. government) purchases from a firm selected from multiple 

bidders operating in an oligopolistic market (e.g., defense industry)!



Increasing the number of firms submitting 

bids for a source selection ≠ Competition

$

Time

It is no difficult task to incentivize firms to lower the initial dollar 

value of the bid. It is unclear what type of programmatic outcomes 

will ultimately come from such an initial position.

$

Time

$

Time

$

Time
Theory1 Theory3Theory2 Theory4

Contractor A without “competition”

Contractor A with “competition”



The Logical Fallacy of Division

Important switch from a 

positive statement (“is”) to a

normative statement (“should”):

Why “should” an 

oligopolistic/monopsonistic market 

structure produce the productivity 

growth of “most of the rest of the 

economy” (i.e., a competitive market)?

More importantly, even if it does, why 

“should” the firm pass these benefits 

from productivity growth to the 

consumer (i.e., the government)?



A Difficult Balancing Act

On the other hand the aim 

is to enhance the 

“financial viability” of 

defense firms 

On the one hand the aim 

is to improve competition, 

increase productivity, and 

gain efficiencies



Thoughts Regarding Competition

 Possible to increase number of firms submitting bids for 
a particular source selection

 However, that approach does not necessarily mean there is 
increased competition within the defense industry (i.e., the 
proposed solution does not fundamentally alter the structure 
of the market)

 Focus might be better applied to determining how one 
could increase pressure on oligopolistic firms to transfer 
more of the benefits from its shareholders to the 
government

 However, this works against our goal to keep these defense-
industry firms profitable



An indication of future research

Supplement



Derrida‟s “sous rature” (under erasure)

How does the inclusion of the phrase 

“patriots as well as” alter the 

implications and inferences of this 

sentence? 

-Placing this phrase “sous rature” is 

not meant to imply these “partners” 

are not patriots (one‟s patriotism 

typically goes without saying – hence 

the inclusion is odd).

-Does including the phrase imply 

these “partners” do not warrant the 

type of skepticism one typically gives 

businessmen under “caveat emptor”?   



Some summary thoughts…

A Conclusion of Sorts



Summary thoughts

 It is a clumsy proposition to apply the economic concept 
of efficiency to defense acquisition 

 If we say “efficiency” when in actuality we are taking a 
“funding cut” we might not be looking at the implications 
associated with what is no longer being accomplished

 If it is not economic efficiency, what type of efficiency is 
being employed here in this particular context?

 It is unlikely a monopsony acquiring from a firm in an 
oligopolistic market will generate the type of 
efficiencies associated with either a competitive or 
monopolistically competitive market 

 We have some power as a monopsony buyer, but exercising 
this power works against our competing goal of ensuring 
defense-industry firms are profitable



Conclusion

 Important work remains to be accomplished

 Accomplishing this work will be made all the more 
difficult due to increased fiscal constraints

 Any term selected is potentially ambiguous and 
overburdened with “institutional baggage”

 The terms “efficiency” and “competition” appear to 
be especially maladapted to our current task 

 While certainly not perfect, the terms “funding cut” 
and “multiple bidders” might more clearly capture 
what we know (without presupposing the benefits 
we desire)
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